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103 and UTA 772 are brought to justice. The
families of the victims in the murderous
Lockerbie bombing and other acts of Libyan
terrorism deserve nothing less. I shall con-
tinue to exercise the powers at my disposal
to apply economic sanctions against Libya
fully and effectively, so long as those meas-
ures are appropriate, and will continue to re-
port periodically to the Congress on signifi-
cant developments as required by law.

William J. Clinton

The White House,
July 12, 1995.

Remarks on Welfare Reform and an
Exchange With Reporters
July 13, 1995

The President. Good morning. I want to
thank Senator Daschle, Senator Moynihan,
Senator Mikulski, Senator Breaux, Senator
Harkin for coming. Governor Carper; Mayor
Archer; a county executive from Madison,
Wisconsin, Rick Phelps; and the majority
leader of the Tennessee House of Represent-
atives, Bill Purcell, for joining members of
our administration here.

We have just had a good talk about welfare
reform and the growing consensus around
the approach taken by the bill offered by
Senators Daschle and Mikulski and Breaux
on welfare reform.

The American people have made it abun-
dantly clear that they want us to fix the wel-
fare system. It doesn’t work for the people
who are stuck on it, and it doesn’t work for
the taxpayers.

Welfare reform furthers both of the pri-
mary objectives of our administration. If it
works, it will further the American dream of
opportunity, and it will further the American
value of responsibility. Our goal should be
to help people be successful and independ-
ent workers and to build strong families.

We ought to be able to do this. We’ve
come a long way in this debate. There’s a
broad consensus, for example, on tougher
child support enforcement requirements.
And not so very long ago, liberals opposed
work requirements; they don’t anymore. Not
so very long ago, conservatives opposed
spending money to provide child care when

people move from welfare to work; most con-
servatives out in the country don’t any more.

In America, where people live with this
issue, there is a great deal of consensus about
what we ought to do. And we ought to build
on that consensus here in Washington. The
reason we can’t is that some people on the
far right are blocking any action on welfare
reform, and the Senate especially now, that
doesn’t cut off children and parents if the
parents are young, poor, and unmarried. I
think that is a terrible mistake. We shouldn’t
punish babies for their parents’ mistakes. We
ought to be building strong families and inde-
pendent workers.

I’m not the only person who feels this way.
Yesterday, I had a meeting with the Catholic
bishops, who deeply oppose the extreme po-
sition of these far right Senators, and they’re
helping to lead the fight against it. They think
it’s cruel, and they believe it will even lead
to more abortions.

I also think that people in the State legisla-
tures and the Governors’ offices throughout
the country should think about the approach
that is being offered on the other side. We
believe it could constitute a huge, unfunded
burden on State and local governments, peo-
ple actually dealing with the welfare reform
issue in the years ahead.

Now, there is an alternative. This shouldn’t
be hard. We basically all agree on what ought
to be in a welfare reform proposal. It isn’t
getting done because a few Senators with an
extreme position have decided that it is in
their political interest to block any welfare
legislation. The United States Senate should
not practice ‘‘just say no’’ politics on welfare
reform. We can fix this problem.

Every week that goes by, thousands of wel-
fare mothers stay on welfare instead of going
to work simply because they can’t afford
child care. Every week we don’t make our
child support laws as tough as we possibly
can, we leave 800,000 people on welfare who
could be off welfare if they got the child sup-
port to which they are legally entitled. Every
day without welfare reform drains our eco-
nomic strength, saps our community spirit,
and prevents Americans from being able to
live up to their full potential.

We need to work together and get this job
done. This coalition is growing. We’re going
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to continue to work. We need help. We can-
not pass welfare reform without Republicans
and Democrats working together. It is time
to move away from the extreme position to-
ward the common ground of sensible welfare
reform.

I thank all these people who are here for
supporting that.

Bosnia
Q. Mr. President, is it time for the U.N.

troops to get out of Bosnia and for the U.S.
to lift the arms embargo, as Senator Dole
and others are proposing?

The President. Well, first of all, let me
comment on the events of the last few days.
I am very disturbed about what has hap-
pened in Srebrenica. We are very concerned
about the fate of the refugees. And we have
been working hard for the last couple of days
to determine what options there are to deal
with the immediate humanitarian problems.
And we intend to do everything we can on
that. And that is the first and foremost thing.

The truth is that the Bosnian Serbs should
do what they did the last time this crisis
arose, they should withdraw. And the United
Nations should go back in there and reestab-
lish the safe area, and the people should be
able to go home. But we have to deal with
the humanitarian crisis.

Now on the second issue, let me remind
you of what my position has always been and
what it still is today. The Europeans have
tried to take the lead, under the umbrella
of the United Nations, in minimizing the loss
of life in Bosnia, in keeping the conflict from
spreading, and in urging a diplomatic resolu-
tion of the war. They are still committed to
do that.

I believe if the Rapid Reaction Force idea,
which the French and the British have
pushed, had been fully implemented before
this occurred, this problem could have been
minimized.

I still do not believe that it is in the interest
of the United States to collapse and force
the Europeans out of their willingness to put
ground troops on the ground in Bosnia to
try to minimize the loss of life and limit the
spread. If the United Nations mission does
collapse, then I believe that, together, the
allies should all vote on the arms embargo.

That is the best way to keep the NATO posi-
tion unified, to keep the world position uni-
fied, and to avoid overly Americanizing the
dealings in Bosnia should the U.N. mission
collapse.

I’m quite concerned about that. The Euro-
peans have been willing to try to solve what
is clearly the toughest problem they face on
their own continent in the aftermath of the
cold war. I have tried to be supportive of
that. There are serious problems now with
this. Unless we can restore the integrity of
the U.N. mission, obviously, its days will be
numbered.

But let’s not forget that it has accom-
plished a dramatic reduction in the loss of
life since 1992, and the conflict has not
spread. This is a serious challenge to the
U.N. mission. It must either be resolved or
there will have to be some changes there.

Tobacco
Q. Mr. President, on another welfare issue

that’s headed for your desk, what are you
going to do about this tobacco issue that is
headed for your decision?

The President. Well, I haven’t—let me
say this—I have not received a recommenda-
tion from the FDA. I saw the news reports
today, and they struck me as somewhat pre-
mature inasmuch as I have not yet received
either a recommendation or, as the news re-
ports indicated, requests for my own guid-
ance on that yet.

But we have had some discussions, and I
can tell you this: My concern is apparently
what the FDA’s concern is, and that is the
impact of cigarette smoking, particularly on
our young people, and the fact that cigarette
smoking seems to be going up among our
young people and certainly among certain
groups of them. And I think we ought to do
more about that than is being done, and I’m
willing to do that. But I want to see exactly
what their recommendation is.

Base Closing Process
Q. Mr. President, how do you answer the

charge that the White House has injected
politics into the base closing process?

The President. First of all, it is absolutely
false. I intend to answer it in the letter that
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I write today, but since you gave me a chance
to do it, I’ll answer it.

Let’s look at the facts here. Where is the
politics? This Base Closing Commission
made far more changes in the Pentagon plan
than either any of the three previous base
closing commissions, far more. They’ve been
under a lot of political pressure. I understand
that. I don’t disagree with all the changes
they made.

They acknowledge—secondly, under the
law they are supposed to take into account
economic impact. Based on their report,
which I have read—and I urge all of you to
read it if you haven’t—before you make any
judgments about where there was political
influence, I urge all of you to read it. They
took 23 bases or realignments off that the
Pentagon recommended, off the list and then
put 9 more on, 3 of which happen to be in
California, with the biggest job loss by far
in San Antonio at Kelly Air Force Base, re-
jecting the Defense Department’s rec-
ommendation that instead of closing these
2 big Air Force depots, they take an across-
the-board cut in all 5 of them. That’s what
they did.

Apparently, in all of their deliberations the
only place where they took economic impact
into account was at the Red River Depot on
the border of Texas and my home State. It
is clear that—I think they have a case there.
It would have almost doubled unemployment
in that community.

But let’s look at the facts on this politics.
This is about economics. In the report itself
they acknowledge that at Kelly Air Force
Base 60 percent of the employees are His-
panic; 45 percent of the Hispanics employed
in the entire area work there; that it will have
a devastating impact. And they were willing
to shut down about 16,000 jobs, when there
was another alternative that saved at least as
much money, according to the Pentagon, or
nearly as much, according to them.

Secondly, in California here are the facts.
I have not seen these anywhere. I have not
seen these anywhere. The law requires eco-
nomic impact to be taken into account. Here
are the facts.

When this Base Closing Commission proc-
ess started, California had 13 percent of the
population, 15 percent of the people in mili-

tary, 20 percent of the defense budget. In
the first 3 base closings they sustained 52
percent of the direct job losses. We’re not
talking about indirect jobs; we’re not talking
about speculation—52 percent.

In this recommendation the Pentagon hit
them pretty hard, recommended closing
Long Beach, a big facility. This Base Closing
Commission, not satisfied with that, made a
decision that they had to add back a lot of
other jobs. So they decided to take almost
all the jobs they took out, out of one place,
San Antonio, Texas, and by closing 3 Califor-
nia bases, taking the California job loss in
this round to almost 50 percent.

Now, you tell me that my concern over
that economic situation when their unem-
ployment rate is 8.5 percent, they have borne
over 50 percent of the burden of the job loss,
is political. My concern in San Antonio,
Texas, where one decision could virtually
wipe out the Hispanic middle class is politi-
cal, when there was another alternative that
the Pentagon said was better for national se-
curity—I am tired of these arguments about
politics. My political concern is the political
economy of America and what happens to
the people in these communities and are they
being treated fairly.

Now, I do not disagree with every rec-
ommendation the Base Closing Commission
made, but this is an outrage. And there has
been a calculated, deliberate attempt to turn
this into a political thing and to obscure the
real economic impact of their recommenda-
tions in San Antonio and California, which
were made solely so they could put back a
lot of other things.

Now, let’s not——
Q. Why do you think they did that?
Q. Have you accepted their recommenda-

tions?
Q. What is the reason that they did that?
The President. I don’t know. I’m not im-

puting motives to them. I’m just saying it’s
very interesting to me that there has been
almost no analysis of anything. This whole
thing immediately became, well, this is a big
political story about California. This is an
economic story, and it’s a national security
story. And there has been no analysis of what
got put back and why, and what got taken
off and why.
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And I have been doing my best to deal
with what is in the national interest. There
are two considerations here. We have to re-
duce our base capacity. That’s the most im-
portant thing. We have twice as much base
capacity as we need, more or less, for the
size of the military force we have. That is
a national security interest. And that is my
first and most important duty. But secondly,
under the law, economic impact was sup-
posed to be taken into account, and as nearly
as I can determine, it wasn’t anywhere—
never in these determinations, with the pos-
sible exception of the Red River Depot,
based on my reading of the report.

Now, the question is, is there a way to ac-
cept these recommendations, because even
though I think they’re far—they’re not as
good as what the Pentagon recommended
and they do a lot more economic harm for
very little extra security gain—is there a way
to accept them and minimize the economic
loss in the areas where I think it is plainly
excessive. And that is what we have been
working on. That is what I’ve been working
hard on. But I just want you to know that
I deeply resent the suggestion that this is
somehow a political deal.

I have not seen anything written anywhere
that the State of California lost 52 percent
of the jobs in the first three base closings
and that this commission took them back up
to nearly 50 percent in this one, even though
they only have 15 percent of the soldiers and
their unemployment rate is 50 percent above
the national average. I haven’t seen anywhere
what this was likely to do to the Hispanic
middle class and to the people of San Anto-
nio, Texas, unless we can save a lot of those
jobs there so that a lot of other things could
be put back in 10 or 11 places around the
country.

And I think that you folks need to look
at the real impact of this. I am trying to do
my job to reduce the capacity of the bases
in the country consistent with the national
interest and still be faithful to the statute re-
quiring us to deal with the economic impact
on these communities.

Thank you.

NOTE: The President spoke at 10:08 a.m. in the
Rose Garden at the White House. In his remarks,

he referred to Gov. Tom Carper of Delaware and
Mayor Dennis Archer of Detroit, MI.

Statement on the Appointment of the
Chairman of the Commission on the
Roles and Capabilities of the United
States Intelligence Community
July 13, 1995

I am announcing today my intention to ap-
point Harold Brown to chair the congression-
ally mandated Commission on the Roles and
Capabilities of the United States Intelligence
Community. This appointment fills the post
held by Les Aspin. Like Les, Harold Brown
brings a rich combination of experience, cre-
ativity, and vision to this crucial job.

I would also like to take this opportunity
to thank former Senator Warren Rudman,
who so ably served as Acting Chairman in
the interim and who will again assume the
position of Vice Chairman. He and Tony
Harrington, as Acting Vice Chairman, have
done an excellent job keeping up the mo-
mentum of the Commission’s work. They and
the rest of the Commission are conducting
a thorough assessment of the kind of intel-
ligence community we will need to address
the security challenges of the future.

Harold Brown is a counselor at the Center
for Strategic and International Studies. Prior
to this post, he has served as Secretary of
Defense from 1977 to 1981. He also served
as Director of Defense Research and Engi-
neering from 1961 to 1965, and Secretary of
the Air Force from 1965 to 1969. In addition,
he was president of the California Institute
of Technology from 1969 to 1977, and he
was chairman of the Johns Hopkins Foreign
Policy Institute from 1984 to 1992.

Letter to Congressional Leaders
Transmitting the Report of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency
July 13, 1995

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. Chairman:)
I am pleased to transmit the 1994 Annual

Report of the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency (ACDA).

The ACDA was established in 1961 in part
because Dean Rusk, Secretary of State at that
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